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AT&T Wireless Services, Inc. (“AWS") has reviewed the August 22, 2003 proposal by
Atlantic Technology ("ATC™) setting out the process and criteria you recommend be employed to
verify AWS" need for a wireless telecommunicanons base station at the Martin Site. Simply stated,
AWS rega-ds the ATC proposal as 100 costly and far in excess of the standards and criteria typcally
applied in land development apphcations of the scale involved in tus case. With ATC's esiimated {
fees of $9,500.00 and the addinonal costs 1o AWS 1o locate, ransport, install and operate multiple
temporary cell sites, AWS estimates that its costs for the mere opportunity (o refute ATC’s
assessment thar AWS’ existing (or approved but not yer constructed) network Silés are sufficient 1o
provide wireless coverage in the arca intended 10 be served by the Martin site would approach

$40,000 and posuibly more,

You will recall that AWS requesied the Fauquier County Board fo defer its decision on us
SE application because ATC's technical review dated August 12, 2003 seemed so totally
inconsistent with the AWS drive test results that ATC was asked to consider following the Board's
public hearing on July 21%. Those drive tests results, we beheve, substantially refired ATC’s :
earlier report that AWS would receive sufficient signal coverage from ifs Crown/Catlent site 1o
obviate the need for the Martin site. ATC’s August 12™ report similarly dismissed AWS” drive test

data based, primarily, on ATC’s stated reliance on spectrum analyzer data and its reported ability 1o

place one or more calls from the vicinity of the Martin site using ¢xisting signal coverage m the

arca.

Because there 15 such a disparity between the RF signal strength results developed by AWS
and ATC, AWS proposed a joint participation by AWS and ATC personnel in a duplication of their
respective lesis 1o conclusively determine whether it is indeed possible place and hold a wireless
call on A'NS equipment in the area intended to be served by the Martin site. That seems a simple
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enough preposition. As Supervisor Graham observed at the Board’s most recent meenng, both
ATC and AWS believe their assessments are carrect. We need only determine whuch is correct

In iis several analyses of AWS'® proposal, ATC has consistently assenied that the Martin site
would, at best, be of marznal utlity to AWS because the AWS installaton on the Crown/Catleut
tower would, by ATC's estimates, substantially serve much of the area that the Manin site is
projecied to serve. AWS believes that the drive test it performed rebuts that assertion. AWS further
maintains that a live call test in the field will conclusively demonstrate that it is not possible to place
and hold a call on the AWS network as one travels east on Dumfries Road from the locarion of the
proposed Martin site in the direction of the Crown/Catlent tower. This is, of course, contrary to
ATC’s repart and is precisely why AWS requested that the Fauguier County Board allow it an
opportunity 1o get together with ATC reps so that each party could review with and explain 1o the
other the methods used 10 obtain their respective results. AWS never anticipared that it would, or
thar it should, be asked 1o mcur the type of expenses that wouid be required to follow the ATC-

proposed test protocol.

As an alternative, AWS would agree 10 again set up a transmirtter at the Elmore property
and, with ATC participation, duplicate u1s drive test along Dumfries Road in the vicinity of that site.
It will alsc duplicate its drive test of the Crown/Catlent site  As stated above, the objective here
would be 1o demonstrate that a wireless call cannot be placed and held without “drops™ along the
portion of Dumfries Road from the location of the Martin site 1n the direction of the Crown/Catlen
site

The ability o intermittently obtan a signal from discrete locations within the test area 15 not
probative uf network coverage. The ability to hold a call as one travels through the area is what is
important 4nd it is here that AWS respectfully differs with the test methods and conclusions offered
to date by ATC.

A second elememt of ATC’s past analyses of the Manin site is its assernon that AWS can
obiain its desired coverage objective with an 80" antenna height if it relocated us pole to higher
ground. [. has also been suggested that AWS is somchow being obstinate in its insistence that it
needs a pole height of 105° when it could move 10 higher ground and use an 80" pole “by-right”
under the Zoning Ordinance. Most recently, ATC has again suggested that AWS move iIs pole site
100 yards north on the property where the ground is higher.

As AWS has explained time and again before the Planning Commssion and the Board of
Supervisars, moving the pole farther back into the reed area would bring the pole to a location
where the propemny owner iniends 1o deed a portion of the property 1o another family member. That
individual has made clear to AWS that, while she has no objection 10 the currently proposed pole
location, she does not favor a pole site on the portion of the property that she will eventually own.
The other aliemartive, relocating the site to higher ground outside the tree buffer, would t1ake it owt
of the “by-right” category and require a Special Exception. Balloon tests ar the site have
demonstreted the minimal wisibility of a 105" pole deep within a heavily wooded area where only
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the uppermost 10" feet of the pole will be wisible and, at that, only from a few discrete points of
high ground well distant from the site.

AWS also respectfully objects to the suggestion that 1t should underwrite the expenses of the
County’s retained consultant. AWS and any other wireless carrier in a sumlar situanion should have
the right t¢ question, in good faith, the accuracy of the County consuliant’s findings without the
“chilling effect” of what would be a nearly $10,000 fee for the privilege. As suggested earlier, there
exists far simpler alternanve to the test protocol crafied by ATC and it is onc more consistent to
what AWS contemplated when it asked the County Board to defer its decision on the SE
application: ATC may paricipate in and observe AWS' dnve test and AWS will participate in and
observe ATC'S spectrum analyzer and call connectwvity tests which were the basis for the ATC
report of August 12%. Assuming both parties approach the process with open minds, they should be
able 10 agree if one or the other’s 1est conclusively shows that reasonably good and consistent signal
coverage exists along Dumfries Road without the Martin site.

As was stated by the County Board at its August 18" meeting, it is up to AWS 10 convince
ATC that 1ts "needs analysis” is accurate. AWS does not believe that the rest protocol established
by ATC is necessary o verify the accuracy of rests conducted thus far by either AWS or ATC
Either a call can be placed and held on AWS equipment or it cannot. If the test methods employed
by ATC 1o date and which serve as the bass for ATC's August 12" repon are replicated 1o
demonstrate to AWS thar the Martin site is unnecessary, AWS will concede the pont; it's that
simple. On the other hand, if AWS can demonstrate 10 ATC by dnve-tesung, observed by ATC,
that a call cannor be placed or received and held, AWS would expect ATC to acknowledge that fact.

If this alternate needs assessment analysis is acceprable to ATC, AWS would like 1o set a
date for AWS and ATC represeniatives to meet in Fauquier County and replicate their respective
drive test and spectrum analyzer tests along with call connectivity and call-holding tests in the area
intended 1o be served by the Marun site. It is unlikely thar this can be accomplished in sufficient
rime for results to be made available to the County's Planning Department by September 12, By
copy of this letter, 1 am therefore requesting that the Deparmment of Community Development
inform Supervisor Graham and the Board of this alternate test proposal by AWS and request
additional time to allow for the parties to complete the test as outlined above.

Thank you for your consideration of the foregomg.

Sincerely,

Terence 5. Cooke

cc:  Frederick P.D. Carm, Director, Dept. of Community Development
Susie Lee, Bechrel Telecommunications
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